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EXECUTIVE SIMMARY
of the
PIUJT ENRICHHENT PROGRAM (PEP) <

The Pilot Enrlchnent Program (PEP) has completed its second year of
' operation. ' This project wds™designed as an intensive college preparatory
. program for underpreoaréd nin éunietggth grade high school students. The
o program comblned the resources of Carver High School and Hyde Park Academy
along with the Unlver51ty of Chicago. .°*

Classes were held three days a week at the students' respective high ‘
schools and for the remaining twe days in the week at the University of
Chicago. Prior to the school year, the students were enrolled in an eight.
week summer session., The PEP project was organized to include participation
in a,wide range of cultural-activities, enriched academic classes, tutoring
programs and visits to college campuses. . g

This evaluation analyzed the outcomes of the two program objectives
which included the measurement of academic achlevement and adaptability to
high school, respectively. Ninty-four students began the school year with

) PEP During the year, 21 students dropped from PEP with the majority of this
group not attending the summer session. The rema1n1ng 73*students comprised
_the p0pulat10n of this evaluation. A control group of 51 students from the
two PEP high schools was utilized for comparison with the PEP participants
on each of the outcomes analyzed in the two program objectives.

The measurement of academic achievement included the compar igon ®f the
PEP students- with 'the control group on pretest and posttest score differences
on the Reading, language Arts and Mathematics subtests of the Iowa Test of
HKucational Development No significant differences were found between the .
two groups of students. on the Readlng and language Arts tests. FHowever, '
significant differences were found on the Mathematics test favoIlng the PEP
stidents. Much of this statistical difference occurred because the PEP males
“scored significantly higher on the posttest than the pretest, while the glrls
in the program achieved only small gains. The results of the analyses also

'did show that both PEP and control group students scored significantly higher
on the posttests than'the pretests on the language Arts and Reading tests,
but ¢..ly the PEP participants scored signifirantly in Mathematics.

The sccond objective was measured by analy"lnﬂ the outcomes of school
adaptablllty of the PEP students as compared with the control grouﬁfj'PEP

-
[l




! hd .
'partic;ipants_had a significantly lower ét;sence and tardy rat':e than t
counterparts in the control group. The rate of absences per student ;for the

. PEP students was under five days for the school year. Similarly, the tardy
rate was extremely low. The third variable used to measure school adapt- ¢
+ ability was the cumulative grade-point averages. . The grade-point averages
of both the PEP and control groups were quite similar with no significant
differences betueen these two groups of students. ' ]
In response to a survey, the students, as a group, perceived PEP quite
favorably. Their parents likewise, gave the program a good rating. Both
grotips did express apprehension about the opportunities for PEP*students to ¥
participate in extra-class activities. The students' responses also indicat-
ed some reservations about their educational experiences being located both
at the high school and the Lmlver51ty , ) ]
The results of this evaluation suggest that the criteria for the selec-
V' tion of the PEP participants and thé adjustment of the students'matriculéting
in two diverse educational settings needs review. This review may also pro-
vide insights on decreasing e attrition rate from PEP,

»
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SECOND YEAR EVALUATION OF THE - .
» © PILOT ENRICHMENT -PROGRAM (PEP)
3 ’ .

-

-
: Introauction‘
. I c ' ,
Y _The Pilot Enrichment Prégram (PEP) was funded by ESEA Title IVe @

-

and "has completed its $econd year of Operatigh, This report is based

on the r¥sults of the outside evaluation of PEP,for the 1979-80 year.

L

-Ninéh aﬁd‘tenth'graQe students from Carver High Scho&l énd,Hyde
Park écademy‘&gge the program pagticiﬁanté. PEP was a résponse for -
y .she~need to f&cilitate the imprévement of academic competencies of
. mipority students from lower income homes wh; exhibited outstandi?g
‘potential. Specificilly, the PEP project developed reading, writing

‘and ' computational skills of outstanding underprepared‘high school

™A . : .
students ig¥gfder to provide them with the academic tools necessary
for matriculation in higher'educaéigp.

The problems with public schools in large metropolitan areas are

«

well publicized, though students witﬁ high academic potential are

largely oveflooked. Additionally, the needs oft black students are
- 4

. 4
even more critical as a result of discriminatory practices in large

* ..
. [

city public schools (Cooke & Baldwin, 1979). Too often, failure to

achieve in eritical agademiclskills is masked by high grades which

aCcdfding to specific school standards are outstanding. Howgver, many

‘ © - 4=

of them rank low on nationallf standardized tests.

s The responses to pfoviding a strong academic program in the large

4

city public schools are many. Yet, the success of any effort seeﬁs to
L
center on.the need to pravide alterpativg programs which break away

from traditional educational molds. In a broadly scoped article,

€
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Francis C£ase of the Uniyersity of'Chiéagd, believes that pr;grams that
changg from a prescriptive to a ;esponsive or enabling curriculum along
with the utilization of the total urban environmént, provide the most
favorable prognosis gor stronger academic programs gdhase, i979).

The degign of fE% utilized the suggestions .of Chase. fhat is, '
involvemeqt with a university provides opportunitiés for éhrricuium
i;novations, and the}uti;izatiop of the vast resources of Chicago
Ioffered stﬁdeqts educational experiences not available in'more tradi-
tional settings. The need to offer an alternative érogram enables

.

students to reééive educational opportunities beyond which they have

.experienced previously. Exposure to alternative modes.of'instruction

*
and activities Qfe needed so their abilities are ghalleaged in less
presérlptive settiﬁgs (Rohwer, 1980). . .
The staff of PEP in¢luded professionals from both the high school
'and university lgvels. Bringing together the talents of a variety of
professionals, ;tilizing the community resources of a large city, and
. ‘
obtaining strong parental involvement were the ingredients of the PEP
project. ; ‘ . s
Program Description ) . N ~
The PEP project operated both during‘tﬁe ;cadéhic year and the
summer sgsession. The classJ&\;ere he%d three days a week at the students' f/

respective high school and for the remaining two. days at the University
of Chicago. ) Wt . »
Students spent Monday, Wednesday and Friday at their home high

school enrolled in math, English and science classes conducted as

-
.

-




- 80 minute double period blocked classes. Social studies and foreign

language were single period classes of 40 miputes.
» \

Each Tuesday ‘and Thufsday, the students attende& classes at the
‘ University of Chicago in reading, lan;;age arts and matheﬁatics which
reinfo;ced and enriched theirfacademic activities at the home high
schoois. Each é%asé was programmed for.90 minutes with about 45
minutes devoted to lécturesTdiscussiags, and the remaining time was .
spent in‘a wide range of academic activities. Approximately 15
student; were enrolled in each class with'grouping based on standard-
9 ized achievement test score;.

¢

In;egraliparcs of the program were field trips, tutorials, art;
.‘ - mﬁsic, physica; education and relaték acti&ifies. These activities
_ were programméd at regu;arly scheduled intervals througgout the school .
yéar. These courses were taught by ‘teachers from thé.two participating
high schools, by state certified teachers,‘and university gradqgte
. assistants. Upon cémpletion of formal instruction, students were
encouraged to use the Unive;sity 6f phicago library and.pa?ticipate >
in tutorials. It should be{noted that students returned EP their K
respective high schoolé for extra cuzzicular activities.
- - . udents partiéipated\ig\an efight weég summer session
preceding the 1979-80 school year bith classes held four days each ‘
week. On each Friday and Satuéday, students were given opportunigfés
to be involved with tutoring, field tripé, camping, college trips-and

_other special activities. During fhe summer session, students enrolled

in classes which provided intensive instruction in:the major subjects

Q . ¢ 4 s’
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N . -_' . o R . - .
' ’ + of study includigg\English, mathematics, and science. Participants "
. l" ; :~ . N R

v awere pIaced in'sections according to the results oﬁﬁdiagnostic tests.

- bl

‘PEP provided a wide array of counseling by the staff which was

. . ‘v-iX "v
designed to assist- the studemts with ‘both identifying and resolving
<34)L’

v probl:ji/aﬁa opportunities. Specificakly, cOQnseling was di cted B

towar specific cbmponents associated with higheq;educatiOn. Tbey
¥ J .
were also offered guidance in seiecting college campuses to visit. . j

Additionally, the "Guest Table,' an informal lupcheon program,vgave
: e

>

students an opportunity to interact with speakers representing a Vvariety

*of occupations and backgrounds. -

. i?- "During the aéé@gmic scno‘l year,l%%rental involvement‘was a Yital
feature of PEP. Parents met eachfmonth with the PEP staéf. At the .
méetings, parents were providedeIfE-i;E;?%ation about PEP and with
opportunfties to meet with the staff to discuss the academic progréss‘ y )

of their child. : ' : N
' , .. & ..

..‘ The progress of the students was clos%ly migitored. To ensuyre

maximum effectiveness of the program, each PEP participants was

- " reassessed in the spring by the program staf§ and the teachers in -

his/her home high school. The student must show strong academic

’

) progress and a high level of motivati?? to be eligible to continue

in the program for the next academic year.

I'BOSG

>

The PER project was designed to develop an intensive college

" preparatory program for underprepared lower income high school students.

- The project.conbined the résources of @arver High School and Hyde Park

et T




Academy along with the University of Chicago. Imprgvement of reading,
+ literacy and academic skills along with activities to enhapce motivation .,
N

and interest in college were integral features of the program.

Organization of the Program

' The staff of tge PEP project included: v . !

1. Program director,
=" 2, _Program coordinator,

3. University of Chicago coordinacor,

43' Teadhers for major subject instruccion,
5.' University of Chicago in$t%9ctors, and

-

) 6. Program secretary.
é;. Alexandé; Whitfield, principal of Carver High School, was the program
director. Mr. Weldon' Beverly is the principal of the other cooperating |
school, Hyde Park Academy ¥Mrs. Carol Gearring was the program coordi-
dator and Mr. Larry Hawkins, Director of Special Projects at the
University of Chicago, served'as,l}aison with the two high schools,'

the University of Chicago, the community and the Chicago /Board of

. ~ . R
Educatiof. Duriigﬁthe first semester, PMich school teachers, two-

from.e;cﬁ of the coopefating scboo%s, tauéhg on Tu;sdays and Thursdays

at the Univeréity of Chiéago. For the second semestef;'three teachers
served in this role. Co:ﬁseling Yas provided by the two %;gh schools

and the University of Chicago. . : ~
Objectives

The objectivgs, aétivities and evaluation procedures are listed .

on Table 1. The table includes the two objectives of PEP. The first

-




Table 1

‘

Objectives, Activities, and Evaluation Procedures of PEP

Objectives

Activities

Evaluation

A,

1. Selected 9th an

10th
grade students from the
target schools “(PEP .-
participants) will
increase their communi-
‘cation and computation
skills at the .05 level,
of significance, by
June 1980, compared to

control group students, -

as measured by the fowa
Tests of Educational

Development, Form X,
1971 edition.

1. Students will:

a.

-

Be programmed into
honors level classes
at their home schools
five (5) days per
week (Monday thru
Friday).

Be enrolled/blocked
programmed into the
division of one »f

.the released time

. teachers selected

for participation in
this project.

Attend enrichment
classes/college
courses on the Chicago
State Uni&%rsity two
(2) hours per day,

- five (5) days per

d.

week., -
Enroll in/attend °

.eight, (8) week summer

session. i

1. In July 1979, the Iowa

Tests of Educational ¢
Development, Form X
1971 edition, will be -
administered to PEP
participants and the
control group.

In June 1980, the Iowa
Tests of Educational
Development, Form Y -
1971 edition will be
administere?® to the
PEP participants and
the control group as a
posttest.

&




Table 1 continued-

Objectives

Activities )

Evaluation

"
.

2. PEP participants as a
» group will demonstrate

greater adaptability to ’

the high school environ-
ment as evidenced by
significantly higher
(.05) grade point
averages, lower rates
of tardiness and
absence as compared

" with the control group
each semester.

1. Students will learn:
a) how to actively,
participate ®n intro-
ductions of and dis-
cusslons with guest
speakers; b) how to
actively pursue their
own academic and cul-
tural interests; c) .
how to interview;
d) how to participate
in geer counseling and
peer tutoring. :
iﬁ\wﬁtudents will receive ko
*  instruction in: peer-
counseling, peer-- ,
tutoring, questioning*
strategies, public )
speaking., N

3. Students will partici~

' pate in field trips; -
cultural and recreatignal
activities; introduce
guest speakers; partici-
pate in independent
scheduling; use .campus
resources,,a tutor younger
students; asgsist in
program planning, , i
implementing, and ~
evaluation. - -

s

’

1. Number of tardies and
absences of the PEP
participants and the
control group will be
compared.

2. The grade point averages

" of the PEP and the control’
group will be compared,




L

‘ Ve
objective focused on the cognitive component of the program as measured

by the ‘Iowa TestsSof Educational Development. The second objective
§ =

ihcluded selected behaviors of the PEP students which were grade-point

averages, school attendance and tardies.

Evaluation @' .

The evaluation design was based on the measurement of the two

~,

pregram objec%ives. For objectfve one, academic achievement was

‘measured with the Iowa Tests of FEducational Development, Form X, 1971

Edition (ITED). This achievement battery is designed for senior high

.

> / ' '
Mathematicairéocial Studies, Science and Source Usage. In addition

school students and measures performance in high school subjects.

The battery includes six subtests which are Reading, Language,

to, subtest_scores, a composite score is provided, //f\\ .
Since the objectives of the ITED were written to reflect the

content of academic programs in common use throughout the natjon, ITED

can be said :oxbe valid for ‘measuring Ehese common objectives. These .

objectives Eeflect the educational goals of the PEP project. The

g
reliability estimates.of ITED range from‘§95N£9,497/E;;~;;}a31e1
forms, while validity estimates range from .SO!E;ATBQ\XEfE/pérformance

18 correlatéed with school grade innt'averages. <

The ITED was analyzed in this project by utilizing égading,‘
Language Arts, and Mathematics subtests. The regaining three subtests
on the ITED:(Social Studies, Science and Source Usagg?.were not
compléted'by the PEPﬁparticipanCS based on the data that the evaluator
received from the PEP staff. With thpee subtests peing reported, the

compogite results were not included.
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The scores on the ITED were shown' in‘terms of growth scale values.

-

he publishers of the achievement test, Science Research Associ;tes,
{;;ieve that grade equivalents do not seem appropriate at the secondary

school level, Diversification of currfculum areas and widei& varying
‘o
student interests which leads_to differing emphasis in subjects make

grade-equivalents as the standard scores have questionable value.
The advantage of the growth scale values is that scores can be charted
over a period of time which has relevance to this evaluation which

‘

utilizes pretest and posttest scores. Y

13

The ITED was administered to the PEP parsicipants and a control
. - . H

.group in September as a pretest, and readministered to the two groups
on Maz 29 and 30 és a posttest.‘ The batteries were administered by-
professionals %n the two’'participating high schools. The posttest
administratioﬁﬁéas aisé‘monitored by one member of the‘evaiuation team.
The follo;iﬁ} variables were analyzed to measure objecti%; Fwo:

1. The grade-point averages of each student were comprised

of the four major subjects. * :

-

2. Attendance and tardies were compiled for each student.

The data for both variables were compiled from schoo}ﬁrecords by the

.

PEP staff.
. , ¢
Questionnaires were admiﬁiqtered to the PEP gtaff, students and
: ) . -
parents of the students to obtain their perceptions of the ‘program.

These instruments were‘administered in May, and were a source of

additional data beyond what was measured by the two objectives.




Analysis of Data

. Each analysis in this evaluation of the two objectives in this .
project included a comparison of the PEP participants (treatment
group) and a control group. The results of the pretest and posttest

Iowa Testsof Educational Develooment (ITED) scores as prescribed by

Objective One were analyzed by performing three (3) three~way analyses ‘
*‘
of covariance. The independent variables vere student group f{treatment

[

and control group), grade level (nine and ten) and sex. Even though

the meagurement’of the grade level and sex variables were not pre-

i

scribed in Objective One, it appeared that these two variables might

provide data thdt would help the PEP staff in evaluating their

instructional program. Thge dependent variable was posttest achievement '
subtest scores (Mathematits, Language Arts, and Reading). The cevariance

in each of the three-way %Ynalyses bas the respective pretest achievement ,

kY

e v test scores. Follow-up analyses included reporting mean scores, -

~

standard deviations and two-tailed t-tests whenever appropriate.

Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) -is 'a statistic that tests the '
- significanoe~of the differences between meanstof final experimental ¢ "
.’ data by taking into’accounf'the'corfelation between the dependent
variables and a chosen covaniate. The outcome'qf a covariance statistic A 5

-

is that initial dgfferences in the dependent variable aré accounted for
and adjueted appropriately. The importance of an ANCOVA lies in the

. ’

choice of a measure that is directly related to the dependent variable

which, in this application; is the preteat score.

4 a

PRy ‘ a ' -
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“‘The attendagse, tardies, and grade-péﬁnt average variables were
. subjected to t~tests. Each of the three variables were totaled and
N »

differences between the control and treatment group means were
-

analyzed . * .

. 4

Population —

7 i .
The population data of the PEP participants and the control group //'
are shown on Table 2. An 6vervigw of the table indicates that 73
students were includdd in this evaluation: Hyde Park Acgdemy had 48
students enrolled in PEP as compared to 25 studenté from Carver High

School. Also noted is that 64% of the population was female.

Table 2 N

Population Data of the PEP
and Control Groups

Group Number of Girls Number of Boys * fTotal Number
s ,
'
' PEP 47 27 w73
/ ’ a
 Control 34 / 17 51 ",
- //’ 4
é( ) Attrigion féom PEP was an important factor from the beginning of
¥ the year. Within a few weeks of the school year, ten Carver fresh;:n . .

~dropped from the program. All ten wersunot involved in the ghmmer
program. By November 1, {wo more Carver students had droppéd from the
program. After that date, seven:(7) additional Carver students left
PEP. Two students from Hyde Park dropped from the program. The

o

\\
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dropouts apparently lacked motivation and the academic ability t; stay.
in PEP.‘

The procedure used® to 15entify ;embers of the treatment and control
group was as follows: a pool of all possible candidate;~was created and
from this, a group of students was identified expressing willingnesé to
participate in the ;Ei projectK{ }pe remaiﬂing students became the
control group._IThe selection of a control group f3r a study of ‘this
type {s exceedingly difficult. The control group should be as nearly
compa{able tJ'thé experimental (PEP) group as possible, however, the
population pool from which to select comparable groups is limited. To .
selecg-students from schgols - not partic;pating in the PEP project adds
a series of variables that make comparisons not meaningful. A total of
13 control group students were dropped as a result of incomplete data.
If two of the following were not available, the student was not included:
1) ITED scores, 2) GPA, and 3) absences and tardies. ‘The remaining 51
students in ;he c;ntrol group were not comparable on the sex and grade
level yariables. \ A series of two-tailed t-tests were completed\whicﬁ

i/

compared the PEP participants with Ehe control group on pretest Reading,

-

Language Arts and Mathematics achievement test (ITED) scores. In each

test, the PfP students had significantly higher scores than the control

' group. fables 3, 4 and 5 show the results of comparing the treatment

(PEP) and control, groups on pretest achievement test scores in Mathematics,

it - : ' .
Language Arts and Reading. A two~tailed t-test was performed in each

comparison to ascertain significance level.

~

re
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\ Comparison of PEP Participants and Control Group

on Pretest Reading Achievement Test Scores

< ‘ /
' : ) -
Number of Standard
Group \\ Studentst Mean Deviation t-test
PEP ) 73 407.33 36.47
. 2082*
, Control 51 385.39 46.37.
" _*p < .01 -
[4
Table-4 ] ;
. v A N
Comparison'ﬁf PEP Participants and Control Group
on Pretest Language Arts Achievement Test Scores
. <
i Number of . Standard SN .,
Group Students Mean Deviation - + t-test
PEP , 73 415.51 44,33/ ‘
3.73%y,
* Control 51 384.08 47.34 .
) 3

*p < .01

[T S




. Table S5

Comparison of PEP Participants and Control Group
\on Pretest Mathematics Achievement Test Scores

Number of Standard
+ Group Students ' Mean ' Deviation \\t-test
. . -
< PEP 73 424 .89 64.93 ,(}
o . 4,15%
Control 51 378.39 58.79
Va ’ .
> * < R . t o, 3 -
AR Ca
. w ¢ ) " i
Results Y
The tables that follow, show the data that were collected by the
. outside evaluators since December 1979. The analyses of findings are
orgénizeg'on the basis of.the objectives of the program. The written
analysis for each tgb e offers conclusions about the datasand points
out selected data which offer informative perspectives about the
’ L4
program, ' P i .
Objective One . “ .
’ Selected 9th and 10th grade students from the target .
schools (PEP participants) will increase their communication

- and computational skills at the .05 level of significance,
by June 1980, compared to control ‘group studehts, as
measured by the Iowa Testsof Fducational Development,

Form X, 1971 editiom, -

+ A8 indicated previously, the PEP participants and the control group

" we. . administered the Iowa Test:zof Educational Develobmeﬁt (ITED) as a

pretest in September, 1979 and as a posttest in May, 1980. The analyses

bs
. .oz

I
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included the results from the Reading, Language Arts,\znd Mathematics
achievement ;Est scores., N

A three~way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed for each
o;_the p;ete?t an? posttgst achievement test results comparing the PEP
and control groups. The covariate in éaéh ANCOVA wag'the prete;t score
i C and the ‘dependent variable\was the posttest score. The threc;. indé-

\ _ pendent,variab%?stwere student group (PEP participants vs. control
group), grade level (nine afjg ten) and sex.

. N . R ¢
' Table 6 shows the analysis of covariance summary results of the

-

1 ITED Reading pretest and posttest score differences for the PEP
\ participdnts and the control. group. None of the three independent
variables, student group, grade level and sex, were found to be

significant. No significance was found in either the two-way or three-

Iiatanint S SRS .
4 - ) v j
way interactions. The covariate was significant at the .00L~L?vel
- g *
( s . 1.2

indicating it was a suitable variable to adjust for the posttest’

reading scores. \ . ’ |

“
»

TabM¥s 7 and 8 show the mean scores, standard deviag}ons aéd t-tests
- of the pretest‘and'posttest results on the Reading achievement fest for
the PEP and control gr—cups, respectively. The lfdata c::n the two table*.;.
'shéw that both groups of students scored signi%icantly higher on the

ﬁ%sttest than the pretest. The proportion of score gains were about tégzp

-

) same for each group.
A summary of. the, three-way ANCOVEZSQ the Language Arts ITED
achievement test is shown on Table 9. The covariate was significant at

the .001 level, Pretest and posttest IAMguage Arts test mean scores
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L

Table 6

Summary of Analysis of Covariance on Pretest and Posttest
Reading Achievement Scores by Student Group,-
' Grade Level and Subject Sex

\ .
Dependent Variable Source F Significance;
p Posttest scores Student group .082 - NS
' - Grade level .87 NS.
. \/ . . - \ .
Sex .002, NS
/- , ‘
. Pretest sco;es 120.988 .001
{ -
' ’
, .
Table 7
Pretest and Posttest Scores of the PEP -
— Participants on Reading Achievement
-
/ ' ’ i
Number. of . Standard * ‘
Test: Students- Mean Deviation t-test
Pretest ' 406.51 36.05 ,
72 ] ‘ . 2.97%
Posttest 415.60 33.31

*p < .01

€
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‘9 “ . .
" Table 8
/ ' ’ Pretest and Posttest Scores of the Control Group
. . - on Reading Achievement ) L
, Number of Y Standard
Test ° ©  Students Mean: Deviation t-test
s* R - ¢
Pl'etest ' 3860 17 50 043 v = . :
Y 47 1 N » 2033»* \

Posttest ' 402,15 38.36

, *p < .01 4 s - ’/5/7
'<

)
» 2 .
Table 9 R
T, Summaty of Analysis of Covariance on Pretest and Posttest -
' Language Arts Achievement Scorgs by Student Group,
. ' - Grade Level and Subject Sex . w
k4
Dependent Vériable Source R F Significance “
L . - . — 2 )
. 1}
az~lj Pasttest scores Student group' 1.64 NS .
i Grade level .75 NS
¢t Sex 031 NS —

Pretest scores 171.09 L001
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were found mot to be significant across*all three independent variabies‘
' (student group, grade level and sex). ‘No significant interactions«were
*® 7 s

found. . . . ad
An observation of Tables 10 and 11 which record the results of the

" Language Arts achievement tests for the PEP and control groups, respec-

v , tively, shows that score gains were made for the school year when
- comparing the posttest and pretest results. As with the Reading
" Z\JJachievement test scores, the gains were significant. However, the

. score gains of the PEP‘participanﬁé Qere greater than the control group

. based on the t-test resulti.

. Table 10 »
.. Pretest and Posttest Scores of the PEP
‘Participants on Language Arts
_ Achievement =

’ © " Number of i Standard . ) ‘
Test Students Mean Deviation . t-test
Pretest . 415.21 ' 44.57 : S

.o 72 . ’ 3.77%
Posttest . © 429,07 42.76

*p <001 1 ) : . . a.
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Table 11

Pretest and Posttest Scores of the Control Group”
on Language Arts Ach‘bveméht

2

Number of ) Standard _
Test Students Mean Peviation . t-test .
<
. N
. Pretest 387.80 41.34
47 . 2.30*%
_ Posttest . 399.17 52.53
*p < .05 . ' s

The resul;s of comparing'the treatment (PEP) gnd the control
group on the Mathematics achievement test on the ITED with a three-
way ANCOVA are shown on Table 12. Unlike the two previous achievement ‘
test results (see Tables 6 and 9); significant results were found for
‘the student group, F = 9.45, p < .01,‘aqd sex, F = 4,61, p ¢« .05. ?he
tﬁird independent variable, grade level, was found not significant;

The two-way and three-way interactions were found not significant. _ ' N
. Tables 13 and 14 shgw the p;etest and posttest Mathematics
achievement test scores of the PEP participants and the control ' " \\\\
groué, regpectively.. The PéP studentgjmade significant gaing'at the
.01 level, but the co?trol score gains was found not tp be gf;n%f;cant.

Asfpievious%? indicated (see T;ble 12), the three~-way ANCOVA

results for mathematics indicated significance on the sex variable.

. - Y
Four follow-up t-tests were completed to gain some 1nsigﬁ€ on the
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" Table 12 . - | |

' Summary of Analysis of Covariance on Pretest and Posttest
Mathematics Achievement Scores by Student Group,
Grade Level and Subject Sex

!
- ’ !

\ Dependent Variable Source F " Significance
Posttest scores ‘ Student group 9.417" .01 R

, . Grade level . .002 . NS i

' | |
Sex ‘ 4,607 .05 ) 1

Pretest scores 93.36 .001 §

/ ]

) Table 13 ‘ |

Pretest and Posttest Scores of the PEP
Participants on Math Achievement

-~

‘ Number of Sgapdarda " )
Test . Students Mean Deviation t-test .
/ ]
Pretest 424,04 64.98
o 72 . 3.68% '
Posttest . 448.93 57.83_ ;

*p < .001 . : :

* '_
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) oo Table 14 " '
' Pretest and Posttest Scores of the Control Group )
on Math Achievement
- : = ﬁ.&h_’ % .
. Number of : . Standard Lo
Test Students Mean Deviation t-test ’
Pretest _ 384.56 - 60.89 °
- . &7 % ' ; {‘-‘; 1.28
Postte%%‘*“ 394.51 . 68.97

Source of the significance. The results for the females are shown on

1 - « - s

Tables 15 and 16. Tables 17 and 18 show the test results fSr the males.

A perusal of Table 15, which presents the pretest aid posttest *
Mathematics achievement test results, shows that the score gains fbr'
the females in the PEP project were nonsignificant. A study of
¢ Table 16 indicates that tﬁe score gains of the females in the control
group were also nonsigni%icant, and this group even made proportionally’
less gains than their counterparts in PEP, . N .
The males in PEP made significant pretest to posttest score gains
at the .00l level as shown in Table 17. . However, the results on

2

Table 18 show that the control group males did not achieve significant
f £
score gains on the Mathematics achievement tests. Thid indicates that +

. i i
a good portion of the score gains in Mathematics for the ‘PEP students
was made by the males. To summarize, the PEP participants seored

significantly higher on the posttest than the pretest Mathematics test.

B E 3¢ g | .
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Table 15 LN
*®
, [ Pretest and Posttest Scores of the PEP
.Females on Math Achievement
‘Q . .
Bumber of ' Standard
Test Students - Mean Deviation t~-test
Pretest 428.43 61.44
’ 46 - - ) ) 1.81
Posttest 442757 57.24
/
Table 16 - '
« Pretest and Posttest Scores of the Control Group
B Females on Math Achievement
Ve
Number of L - Standard
Test Students . Mean Deviation t~test
Pretest - - 373.08 49.79 '
' 0.82

25
- Posttest . l * 382.60 53.64
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Table '17 .t
Pretest and Posttest Séorgs of the PEP
Males on Math Achievement
' r
Number of Standard ~

Test Students Mean Deviation t-test
Pretest 416.27 71.40

26 - 3.67%
Posttest 460.19 = 58.26
*p < ,001

v . . Table 18 !
. ‘r
Pretest and Posttest Scores of the Control Grou;S’('
_ Ma_-].;s_ on Math Achievement
Number of ) Standard - )
Test Students - Mean Deviation t~-test
‘/ '

Pretest : 402.50 73.19

16 . 1.21
Posttest -~ 413.13 86.45

- ¥
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-However, the P?f males made much larger.gains thgg the females in gﬁe-
program,
Overall, on Oggective QEe, no significant differences were found -

‘// between pretest and posttest Reading and Language Arts ;;hievement . \\
tesfs when PEP participants were compared with the cong:ol group.
On fhe Math subtests, the PEP participants did make significant
pretest \to posttest gains, while khe éontroi group failed to reach
significance. Additionally, the PEP\males made significaht score
'gains while the female gain§ were not‘significant..

Objective Two

PEP participants as a group wiff'demonstrate greater

adaptability to the high school enviromment as evidenced

by significantly (.05 level) higher grade-point averages,

lower rates of tardiness and absences as compared with

. the control group. !

School attitudes ag;‘difficult to assess and the standardized
tests that have been developed are often subject to socially desirable
respbqses»by the respondents, Consequently, it was dedidéa that:grade;
point averages, number of school Yabsences and tardies were‘the best

h . - - o
available indicators of attitudes and adjustment to senior high school. o

The data on Table 19 show the t~test results’ from compar%%g the '\
PEP participants with the control group on total tardies for the
school year. Both groups of students had very low Eardy rates and y
significant differences were found with the PEP students havéng a
lower rate.

-

The difference in the absence rate for the PEP participanps ahd

the control group was even more distinct than the tardy rate. The

I3
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4 Table 19 .

' Comparison of PEP Participants and the Control Group
on. Number of Tardies for the School Year

~ N ]

- —_— [}
— Number of ' ‘  Standard
Group Students b Mean Deviation t-test
PEP 72 ) .15 .62
3.23%
Control 51 .90 1.58
*p < ,01

average numper of days absent for a PEP student was slightly more than

4% days for éhe school year. This compared with nearly 12 days of

absences per control group student over the same time span (see 4

Table 20). 1In fact, the absence rate of the PEP student appears

outstanding when compared with most other groups ;} high school ]

students, Additionally, the absence rate of the PEP participants

and the control. group was statistically significagt at the .001 level. v
Grade-point averages were based o; the four major subjects in

which the student was enrolled. A two-tailed t-test was completed

to measure differences between the PEP participants and the control .

as five points. The PEP participants

)
group on grade-point averages. An "A" an honors class was scored
eceived slightly higher grades

3 .
as a group than the control group, but the differences were found to ,

‘be not significant (see Table 21). A perusal of the grades earned

by the students indicated that, tenth graders in PEP received higher
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' Table 20

) Comparison of the PEP Participants and the Control Group §
’ ¢ ‘on Number of Absences for the School Year |
S :

Number of Standard |

. Group Students . - Mean Deviation t-test |
PEP 72 4.74 4,72 | |
' L4 ‘ 4043* . 3

Control 51 . 11.90 10.85 ;
*p < ,001 :
- ‘ :§

b

Table 21

Comparison of thé PEP Participants and the Control Group
on Cumulative Grade Point Averages
for the School Year

Number of

Standard :
Group Students Mean Deviation t-test
PEP 72 3.20 +96
~ 058
Control 51 3.08 1.18
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grades than their ninth grade counterparts. Most of the subject

failures by the PEP group wére in foreign language courses.

[}

"The findings on Objective Two point out that the PEP participants

v

" had a significantly better attendance record and tardy xate tham the

control group. Though significant differences were found on comparing
the two groups on number of tardies, the rate was low for both groups. -
The PEP students' grade-point averages were a shadefaigher than the

control group, but the differences were nonsignificant’,

Questionnaires

In addition to measuring the outcomes of Objective One and Tw;,
PEP students, théir parents, and the PEP teachers were each given a
questionnaire to solicit their perceptions about the project. Three
questionnaires, one for eaéh of the three targeted groups, were
designed. by thg\outside evaluators and approved by the Board of
Educa ion.

/

" Each parent’was mailed by first class a cover letter explaining
the purpdses of the questionnaire, the questldhnaire and a business
reply envelope (8ee Appendix A). Seven;y-nine letters yere delivered
and 19 parents responded which is a 24 percent return rate. ’ A .
follow-up of the nonrespondents was attemptea by\hand dél%;ering

s another set of questionnaires which were distributed at .a pafénts'
meeting. No additional data were received from the follow-up.

Table 22 gives a summary of the parental responses.

*

\\-"Interestingly, the responses to questions 1 through.6 show an

overvhelming favorable opinion toward PEP by the nineteen parenﬁs
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Table 22
" Parents’ Perceptions of PEP (N = 19) .
Percent Agree and
Item Strongly Agree

1.

I believe that my child is more interested
,1n school since being enrolled in PEP.

I have had enough opportunities to be
involved with PEP.

The summer program is a useful part of PEP.

My child benefits more from taking couri
at the University of Chicago two days a3
week instead of remaining all week at the
high school.

I want ‘my child in PEP for another year.

There has been adequate information given
about PEP,

My child has sufficient opportunities to
participate in regular school actjvities
that take place outside of class (fine
arts, physical education, student
government, etc.).

73.7%

73.7

84.2%

78.9%

&

84.2%

73.7%

42.1%

.

who responded to the survey.

The last question on the instrument

(Question 7) provides an indication that parents are uncertain about

?

curricplar activities. '

¢

answer the

. the advisability of a.program which 1imits their child's extra-

As indicatéd on Appendix A, parents were given an opportunity to

owing open-ended question, "What is the most important
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’

benefit that your child is receiving from PEP? Of the 17 pérents who
responded, four have been randomly selected. ‘

Response™ty. ' "The most impo{%igs/benefit my child has received
from PEP‘is an opportunity to-be on a university campus ~
with be?t of people...."

Response 2: "The strong emphasis on academics and early
exposure to places of higher le;rning%méde my son
realize that in order to get into th; better colleges
and universities he has to plan ahead (and that his
numﬁér one priority is his academic courses from his
first year of high school...." /

Response’B: "Tutorial services and an opportunity Eo take
national achievement test,"

Response 4: "The only thing that I can see is that she liﬁes
school more."

During late May, the students in the program completed a question-
naire which was designed to elicit'students' attitudes towagd the program.
The questionnaire (see Appendix B) comsisted of twelve qu;stions, each of
whigh required the student to circle the choice reflecting their point of
view. Each student was also requested to indicate sex and class by
checking the appropriate blank. The results from the questionnaire
indicated the following:

Carver High School = 24
(‘ »

Hyde Park High School .48

iotal N = 72
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’ d
Table 23 gives a summary of the results of the students' responses to §

the questibnﬁaire (see Appendii B) »

Table 23 . i
. Students'-Perceptions of PEP
%
. . Percent Agree and :
Item | Strongly Agree
1. I believe my attitude toward school has improved 64.8%
since I have been in PEP. X )
2. I found the summer program helpful in improving
my attitude toward school this year. (Don't 48,372
answer this if you did not attend summer school,)
3. I believe that the extended class periods (80-90 |
minutes) at the high school and the university 61.9%
helps me with my school work.
< My parents believe that PEP is a good program. ... 80.7%
« I would recommend PEP to my friends. 45.1%
« I believe that going to the University for two
days. each week does not interfere with my school 21.12
activities at tJ; high school '
7. 1 have found my classes at the high school more 70.7%
worthwhile than at the university. '
8. PEP students are given sufficient recognition for .47 .
. outstanding accomplishments at the high school. ’
“9. I have sufficient opportunities to take part in
school activities (physical education, music, 8.4%
art, etc.). )
10. I would like to enroll in PEP for another year. 50.62%
11. I feel that my teachers are interested in ‘74 7%
" helping me become a better student. *
12. I have enough time to study in school. . 32.42




" focuses on whethe;«or.not the students want to participate in PEP,

: ‘ 31
Question 9 deems to represent a conéistency betwéen the parental’
attitude and student attitude. That is, both groups seem to feel that
the program 1imits the students' invblvement with extra-curricular
activities. Perhaps the thecessity for travel time and the increased

level of home work prévented students from participation.

A rather stunning result is the answer to Question 10 which

again next year. Specifically, 50.62% agreed or strongly agreed qith
T ’ R . . :

the statement (Question 10). ' Reviewing the data in more detail, 95.77%
- . ‘ i

of the students at Carver express disagreement or strong disagreement

with the statfment. By contrast, 27.1% of the students at Hyde Park
express disagreement or strong disagreement.

Reviewing Qhe'ré;ulfé‘from Question 5 (I would recommend PEP to- .
my friends) in msFe detail seeﬁs to support the above finding. }
Specifically, 10.5% of the Carver popglaﬂion agreed or strongly
agreed while 66.42 of the Hyde Park respondents gave favoraSle .
responses. ‘ | /

~ ‘ /

Responses 6, 7, 8 and 9 focused on the students' viéﬁs of. the

University of Cﬁicago c;mponeng of the project, and 1Fh relationghip/;k
to participation in activities.gt”their‘home high school. A pefusal

of the percentage of agre;ments with these four statements indicated
some apprehension about the University experience among the PEP
participants, ProbabI}, the students identified strongly with their

/
high school and their friends. Leaving the high school environment
’ [}

may have génerated some less than enthusiastic support.

L4
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. . The evaluators distributed a questé?nnaire to each of the teachers
in the project (see Appendix c). } Surprisingly, only one teacher took
the necessary time, to complete the'qneetipnnaife. The qnestionnaires
were given the teachers with a cover letter and.a-business reply
envelope for their comvenience. Tne‘comments prepared by the one
teacher yere essentially-positiVe.' ince no other responses were
available, the evaluators can not form any judgments relative to tire~—

views held by the teachers.*

Summary of Results

»

PEP during this year was an intensive college preparatory project
for ninth and tenth graders who had exhibited outstanding academic
potential. Students from the two participating high schools, Carver
and Hyde Park spent two days a week at the University ‘of Chicago

which enabled them to participate in a wide range of cultural and

-

educational enrichment activities. Achievement of greater academic

8kills along with improving their attitudes toward school were, in _
. - Al . (
summary, the two ectives of PEP.

_This evaluation anglyzed the academic achievement and the

adaptability té high school of 73 students.in PEP.  The majority of
N participants were girls and, as a group, PEP students had an academic
Qbackground which indicated a good potential for pursuing a collegiate

. education successfully. A control grguﬁ'of 51 students from the' two

participating PEP high schools was utilized for comparison with the

, PEP participants on each of the outcomes analyzed in this report.




Academic achievement included comparing PEf students with the
, control group on pretest apd posttest scores on Reading, Language

Arts and Mathematics tests of the Iowa Testsof Educational Development,

Nd significant differences were found between the two groups of students
on the Réading.andJLanguage Arts achievement tests. However, signi?éfant
’ differénée§¥were found on the Mathematics achievement subtest favoring
the PEP participants., Much of this statistical differen;e occurred
because PEP males scored Qignificantly higher on the posttest than the
pretest.” Follow-up t~tests also indicated that both the PEP and control
groups §cof%d significantly'higher on the’posttests than the pretests‘on
the Language Arts and Reading tests, but only the PEP scored signif#gantly
higher in Mathematics. . c ‘
The second objective measured the outcomes ®Bf school adaptability
to the PEP students compared with the control group. PEP participants

had a significantly lower absence rate than their counterparts in the

control group. The mean of absences per student for the PEP group was

umder five days over the school year which is aff excellent record.
Simila;ly, the tardf rate was extremely low. The third variable use&
Lo ﬁ;asure.school adap;abiiity was cumulative grade-point average.
- The ~grade-point averages of eac@ grgup were quite similgr &ith‘no ‘ N
statistically significant differences. Grade-point averages are a
subjective yariable\in that teachers do vary to a great extent on the

determination of grades. However, good school attendance is a prime

indicator of satisfactor§ adjustment to school. High ratérbf absences

is often an‘indic£§5r that a student is losing interest in school

p
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suggesting that the abiifff;;égg of each student must be carefully n

"+ monitored,
A survey of opinions about educational programs has been accepted

.

as the most efficient and effective procedure for obtaining views about
'educationél programs. Those parents who responded to the evaluators'
designed questionnaireigave strong approval to the PEP, except they
believed that thq‘gtudents may not have had'sufficient opportunities
to participate in extra-clags activities in their home high school.
Over 90 percent of the students supported their parents' views on the
status of participation in high school activities.
Overall, the students perceived PEP favorably, though as a group
. they did express some reservations. Basically, the concern revolved
’ " around the portion of the program operated at the university.
Attendance‘on a university campus is a sharply different experience
than aktending public schools. Educators may have overestimated the
TN ability of the ninth and tenth graders to adjust to a university
campus. Expectations may be different in bo;h the academic and
"social realms. It does appear that the students want a stronger

identity with their home high school.

e Recommendations for Project Activities

1. The identification and selection of PEP participants needs
clarification and a statement of criteria necessary for selection
should be made available.

2. The selection of a comparable population of students to serve

as the control group presents a continuous problem. It is desirable

M
G




35

>

. -

that the students in tgeﬂc;;troi grocp be enrolled in the same high
schools as the treatment gr$h§ (PEP). However,gthis goal is often -
difficult to achieve for students in an accelerated program, Criteria
for selecting ‘the control group must include the variables utilized

tc measure the outcomes of the program objectives so that the students
are comparabie with thE'treatment group. -
3. The.atudents should be given more pppqrtunities\to provide
input on the issues of accessibility of extra-class activities to the
PEP participants and the program at the University of Chicago.'

4, ;t is agsumed that parents of the students are vitally

L4

- interested in this accelerated college preparatory program. Yet,

the low response rate to the questionnaire about their views of the
v o3

program does suggest that greater attentiop to ﬁarental involvement
B

may have many benefits for PEP. Newsletters, idvitations to student

programs and opinionnaires about the program might encourage greater

parental involvement. ) ' .

5. The dropout rate from PEP needs attention. This involves
an analysis of the criteria for selectgon o¥ the participant; (see
recommendation 1), providing counaeliAg attention specifically for
students who did not attend the summer session,vsearching for reasons
why the dropout rate centered on Carver High School students, which

» : y
could include a study of transportation problems, differing backgrounds

of gtudents and a greater integration with the Hyde Park Academy

student group.

k4
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6. -Teachers should review their grading practices. The teacher
+ marks apﬁeared somedhat low and the subjeét failure rate, especially
in foreign‘ianguage, needs some scrutiﬁy.
7. The females in PEP'made only small gains in mathematics for .
the school year as indicated by the Mathematics achievement ptetest
and post%éét results. A lack of c0nfiden;e and a low interest level

-
may well be critical factors in this lack of achievement. This

Y

prpblem is national in scope, and an innovative program as PEP should
show leé&ership in breaking the cycle of low achievement in mathematics
’ by females. '

/

Conclusion

,Ovefall.*the results of the evalpation of the PEP project were
quite positigL. The students had an outstanding attendance and
tardy record which indicates a good adjustment and ;ttitude toward
school. They made good gains in their achievement tests scores in
Languaée Arts, Reading, and Mathematics (wiﬁh the exception of the
females). y ' ) .

Pﬁs, as an alternati;e educational project, did’fac? problems
that fortuantely can be resolved, at leébt to a degree. The dropout
rate and the adjustment to the university campus as perceived by the
Btudents‘&ppear as issues that are most visible. An even greater
degree of involvement by both students and parents on providing

feedback about the program may well do much to alleviate the most

Pressing problems that PEP faces as a challenge.
L]
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,  PARENTAL VIEWS OF PILOT ENRICHMENT PROGRAM (PEP)

in Carver and Hyde Park Schools
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Directions: Below are eight (8) statements. If you strongly agree wi

the statement, circle SA, if

you agree, circle A, if you disagree cirdie

D, and if you strongly disagree, circle SD. On the eighth statement,/
Please provide a brief response. .

g0 & £
Your child is a freshman . "0 & © &0
—_— nE ®© ® ®3
homore i oA o o0
sop < oD 0<%
1. I believe that my child is more interested in A A D SD
school s#nce being enrolled in PEP.
2. I have had enough opportunities to be involved
with PEP. ) SA A D SD
3. The summer program is a useful part of PEP, SA A D SD
. My child benefits more from taking courses at
the University of Chicago two days a week SA A D SD
instead of remaining all week at the high
school. )
£y I .
I want my child in PEP for another year. SA A D SD
6. There has been adequate‘informatlon given )
about PEP. . SA A D sD
7. My child has sufficient opportunities to
participate in regular school activities SA A D SD

that take place outside of class (fine arts,
physical education, student government, etc.)
U .

What is the most important benefit that your
child is receiving from PEP?
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MY VIEWS OF PEP o N

Freshman Male
Sophomore , ' "~ Female

s

Your views on PEP are needed as part of the evaluation of this program.
Below are a series of statements about PEP. Select one of the following
responses for each statement that most closely reflects your view.

StronglymAgree (SA) .  Agree (A) Disagree (D) Strongly Disagree (SD)
l. I believe my attitude toward school has improved SA A D SD
since I have been in PEP,

2. I found the summer program helpfullin improving
my attitude toward school this year. (Don't SA A D. SD
answer this if you did not attend summer school.)~

3. I believe that the extended class periods (80-90
minutes) at the high school and the university .. SA A D SD
helps me with my school work.

4, My parents believe that PEPais a good progran, SA A D SD
5. I would recommend PEP to my friends. SA A D SD

6. I believe thatf going to the University for two 4 ) .
days each week does not interfere with my school SA . A D SD
activities at the high school.

7. I have found my classes at ghe high school more SA ‘A D SD
- worthwhile than at the univeksity.
8. PEP students are given sufficient recognition
for outstanding accomplishments at the high * SA A D SD
school,

9. I have sufficient opportunities to take part in .
school activities (physical education, music, SA A, D SD
art, etc.).

10. I would like to enroll in PEP for another year, SA A D SD

11. I feel that my teachers are interested in SA A D SD
helping me become a better student.

I have enough time to study in school. ., SA A . D SD
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-

. As part of the evaluation of PEP, your views as teachers are an important
part of this endeavor. «Return the questionnaire in the attached envelope. ;

. Please respond to each of the first nine statements by selecting one of !
the five responses provided with each statement.

Strongly Agree (SA) Agree (A) Disagree (D) . Strongly Diségrss\(SD)
- Y 0y
{j/ - 1. The 80 minute class periods provide greater - _—
flexibility in classroom activities and SA° A D SD
- learnings. .
2. Sufficient time is given in teaching reading SA A . D SD .
and-math skills. .
3. The summer program is a vital component gf PEP. SA A D SD
4. Students have suffic}ent opportunities to SA A D SD
participate in extra-curricular activities. ’
5. Having class two days a week at the University SA A D SD
is a benefit to-the program. ‘ -
6. The longer class periods provide increased . SA A D SD
opportunities for individualized instruction.
- 7. The PEP students have developed a good rapport SA ° A D SD
: with each other.
~ 8. Not enough classroom time is given for some SA A D SD
" courses.
9. The students have sufficient time to study. SA A D SD

EXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX :
S
10. On a scale of 1 to 10, I would rate PEP as follows: (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Weak Average Qutstanding




